DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Douglas M, Duncan James A, Caldwell
County Executive Director

MEMORANDUM
September 24, 1997

TO: Richard Brush,
Department of Parmitting Services

VIA: Keith Van Ness mf
Department of Environmental Protection,
Watershed Management Division
FROM: Ken BrownﬁDoug I'\Jflarsh.allx’Wm
Department of Environmental Protection,
Watershed management Division,
Special Protection Area Program

SUBJECT: Clarksburg Town Center Final Water Quality Plan Review

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), Special Protection Area (SPA) staff have
reviewed the Final Water Quality Plan (FWQP) for the Clarksburg Town Center (CTC)
development project. DEP/SPA staff comments focus on the FWQP's performance goals, how the
applicant proposes to meset these performance goals, and how the applicant intends to monitar the

BMPs.
Performance Goals - General Comments

Qur initial comment pertains to the fact that the performance goals are not clearly stated under
Section 2.0 Water Quality Performance Goals or anywhere else in the document. Section 2.0
states, “This final water quality pian will assist the Montgomery County Department of
Environmental in setting performance goals for the development of the CTC.” The performance
goals for the CTC were established in a pre-application mesting on May 4, 1995. The pre-
application meeting was attended by the Department of Environmental Protection, The Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission, the applicant, Biohabitats, Inc., and Loiederman
Associates, Inc. Based upon the discussions at the preapplication mesting, Biohabitats, Inc.
prepared a report entitled Water Quality Performance Goals - Addendum to the Water Quality
Inventory Report for the Clarksburg Town Center (June 5, 1995). This report was reviewed by the
Department of Environmental Protection with comments being forwarded to Biohabitats, Inc.
Biohabitats, Inc. revised the report on June 22, 1995. This report, dated June 22, 1995 clearly
states the performance goals for the project. The FWQP needs to make reference to this report.
The goals in the June 22, 1995 report are as follows:

1. To protect the stream/aquatic habitat - restore habitat which promotes natural recovery
toward a Use |V stream habitat.
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2. To maintain natural onsite stream channels - Through effective upland site planning,
stormwater controls, and sediment and erosion control, protect stream habitat features
vulnerabls to anticipated development impacts.

3. Minimize stormflow runoff increases - Through stormwater management, decrease duration
and frequency of bankfull discharges to pre-construction levels.

T i dif
To identify and
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5. To minimize increases to ambient water temperature - minimize increases to xx percent of
existing basefiow conditions.

6. To minimize sediment loading - minimize sediment loading and reduce stream embaddedness
by xx percent

7. Maintain stream baseflow - Limit the post development reduction of base flow in streams by xx
percent

8. Protect springs. seeps, and wetlands - Protect natural recharge areas pf perennial seeps and
springs that provide cold water to streams where feasible.

Section 2.2 describes how the CTC proposes to mest the performance goals. This section is
confusing in that it does not address each performance goal as stated in the above referenced
report. This section should be rewritten to concisely address how the applicant intends to meet
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each performance goal.

Performance Goals - Specific Comments

1) The first bullet statement in this section (p. 8) states that stream channels will be protected
and enhanced by effective upland site planning that incorporates redundant BMPs,
stormwater management, reforestation and conservation of the stream buffer, sediment
and erosion controi, and soil bioengineering. This paragraph goes on to state, “By
protecting the stream, CTC will enhance the stream system and maintain the Use IV
stream habitat.” This bullet statement offers no specific details on how these broad
strategies will accomplish this goal. If these strategies are detailed somewhere else in the
document, then the reader should be directed to those portions of the document. We
require details stating how each of these broad categories will protect the stream. For
example, do not state that sediment and erosion control will protect the stream, but state
how the sediment and erosion control plan will specifically protect the stream. Details
pertaining to the number of structures, the redundancy within the sediment control system,
the soil stabilization strategies, the amount of ground be open at one time, the acreage of
stream buffer to be reforested, should be included in the text.

In addition, protecting the stream is not enhancement. This section does not state how the
stream system will be enhanced through protection. The word “enhanced” should be

replaced unless specific enhancement methods are detailed.

23 The second bullet statement on page 8, pertaining 1o erosion prone streambanks, states
that erosion prane streambank areas have been identified and stabilization strategies are
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3.)

4)

5)

6.)

proposed that will Incorporate soil bioengineering techniques. This is a broad statement
with no supporting detail. Where are the proposed stabilization strategies detailed in the
text? Further reading reveals this information in Section 5.0. The reader needs to be
directed to section 5.0 for detailed supporting information, but there needs to be at least a
summarization of the stabilization strategy in the text of Section 2.2.

The third bullet statement on page 8 states, “..target goals for maintaining minimum

base flow to the stream system have been established. What are these target goals? The
minimum base flow should be stated in this section of the text. This bullet statement also
refers to BMPs and groundwater recharge. There needs to be a detailed discussion of
how the design of the BMPs integrates stormwater treatment and groundwater recharge.
Do all the BMPs integrate recharge? Where is the information detailing the current
groundwater pattern on the property and how the proposed BMPs will maintain this
groundwater pattern?

The fourth buliet statement on page 8 states, “Construction of ponds 1 and 2, along with
storage provided by the BMPs, will decrease duration and frequency of discharges to pre-
construction rates. How can both the duration and frequency of discharges be decreased
to pre-development rates? What discharges are being referred to, bankfull, two-year, one
year? This statement needs clarification and additional detailed documentation.

The first buliet statement on page 9 addresses efforts to minimize increases in ambient
stream temperatures. While this paragraph lists several strategies, there are no details
given. This is not acceptable. Wil the first one inch of runoff be infiltrated? If not what
percentage of runoff will be infiltrated? How do the cool water recharge/discharge
structures function? Is there any documented use of these structures in other places?
How much temperature reduction is expected? What amount of stormwater runoff
treatment is expected? If you are considering these structures to be as efficient as gravel
filters, have they been designed as gravel filters?

The second bullet statement on page 9 states that sediment loading to the stream will be
minimized by employing stream buffer reforestation, stabilization of eroding streambanks,
restoring stream headcuts, the use of stringent sediment controls, the use of SWM and
BMP facilities, and converting agricultural fields to forest and open space. While these are
useful broad categories of methods, there are no specific details regarding their use. How
many acres of stream buffer will be reforested? What length of eroding streambanks will
be stabilized? (on page 33 the author states that most of the stream reaches are in good
shape and require no restoration or stabilization measures) What are the stringent
sediment controls? How much agricultural field will be converted to forest and open space
and how much will be converted fo residential and commercial uses? What are the
erosion characteristics of the CTC soils.

Overall, there is a lack of specific detailed information necessary to determine whether or not there
is reasonable assurance that the performance goals will be achieved. This section and the overall
document needs to be written 1o specifically address the performance goals and how they will be
met. A Final Water Quality Plan is a summary document, intended to bring all the elements of site
design together and present them as a unified strategy to protect the aquatic environment.

BMP Modeling - General Comments

The BMP modeling is inadequate, the source material is not adequately documented or
referenced, and there are only two parameters modeled. There are several more parameters that
should be included in the model. (Total Suspended Solids, Total Phosphorus, Total Nitrogen,
Nitrate, Zn, Pb, Cu, and BOD,}. Pollutant reduction data for the various BMPs can be found in
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Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems, (The Center for Watershed Protection, 1996).

Overall, the BMP model needs to be expanded and recalculated. The Traville BMP modei study is
referenced in the text. The Clarksburg Town Center BMP model should, at a minimum, reflect the
same level of detail.

BMP Modeling - Specific Commenis

On page 19, a value of 32.2% impervious was chosen for cropland. The use of 32.2% impervious
for agricultural lands is not adequately documented. The source documentation should be
provided. The analysis doss not consider the actual current land use. it appears that the mode! is
treating the whole site as cropland in the predevelopment scenario. The site should be divided into
forest, cropland, and fallow land (if appl.) The complete calculations for each BMP Drainage area
should be included in a tabutar or spreadsheet farmat (DA, lmpervious area, land use, load rate,

etc.).

Cool water recharge should not be included in the pollutant reduction calculations unless it is an
infiltration device. There is no documentation as 1o its poliutant remnoval efficiency. Unless this
BMP is actually designed as a gravel filter it cannot be considered to have the same pollutant
removal efficiency as a gravel filter.

The second paragraph on page 25 states that coolwater recharge is the most efficient BMP with a
removal rate of 70% for Phosphorus and 60% for Nitrogen. Where does this information come
from? If the cool water recharge is designed as an infiltration device it is 100% effective. If it is just
a grave! filled pit, it is not a water quality BMP at all.

Post -Construction BMP Monitoring

Section 4.0 Final BMP Monitoring Plan - The majority of this section of the document does not even
deal with BMP monitoring. Only the last page of this section (p. 27} describes the final BMP
monitoring plan.

The second paragraph (p. 27) under the heading post-construction monitoring states that
monitoring of BMPs will be accomplished by grab sampling. We are not in favor of grab sampling
for all BMP monitoring. There are five different BMP techniques proposed in the plan. There
already exists ample documantation as to the performance of wet ponds. As such we propose
grab samples for monitoring the wet pond. Wet pond monitoring would involve grab samples of the
baseflow output of the pond. This will be used to compare the quality of the water (baseflow)
leaving the pond with the quality of the stream baseflow in the predevelopment condition.

Quarterly measurements will be reguired during the five year post-construction phase.

The other proposed BMP techniques are less well decumented as to their performance in this
region. If the bioretention and sand filters are underdrained then they will be sampled. If the cool
water discharge is not an infiltration device then it will be sampled as well. We will require flow
weighted means for this BMP sampling at the inflow and outflow points. Four storms per year will
be sampled. So as not to require numerous automated samplers, each year one BMP can be
sampled for the five years post construction monitoring or a single BMP can be monitored for the
duration of the project.

The parameters to be sampled should include: Total Suspended Solids (TSS), Total Kjedahi
Nitrogen {TKN), Nitrate {NO,-N), Total Phosphorus (TP}, Ortho Phosphorus (PO,), Petroleum
Hydrocarbons, Metals (Cu, ZN, Pb, Ca, Cd), Herbicides/Pesticides. Biochemical Oxygen Demand
(BOD,}.



No biological sampling will be completed by the applicant.

In addition to comments on tha final water guality plan, DEP/SPA staff have some sarious
concerns about the current deployment of the flow logger at Stringtown Rd. A field visit revealed
that the sensor (transducer) is not solidly secured in the stream. It is critical that the sensor be
mounted on or in some stabls structura in arder to obtain accurate data. In addition, a staff gage
must be installed in the same pool as the sensor in order to establish a relationship between
discharge and water surface elevation (rating curve). Once the rating curve is established (based
on field measurements of discharge at a range of staff gage readings), it is programed into the
logger. The logger is to be set to match the staff plate readings. This allows one to confirm that
the logger is reading accurately {i.e. no drift has occurred) during each visit to the site.

In addition, the container housing the flow logger is vulnerable to damage from high flow events, it
should be better secured and housed in a vandal proof box.

DEP would like to set up a meeting with the applicant to discuss the flow logger installation further.

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding these commaents, please contact Ken Brown
at 217-6331 or Doug Marshall at 217-6141.

cc: Cameron Weigand, DEP/WMD
Richard Gee, DPS
Blair Lough, DPS
File
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Douglas M. Duncan

James A. Caldwell

County Executive Director
MEMORANDUM
December 9, 1997

TO: Richard Brush,

Department of Permitting Services
VIA: Keith Van NessKD\!

Department of Environmental Protection, Watershed Management Division

i

FROM: Ken Brownm Doug Marshail‘mr

Department of Environmental Protection,
Watershed management Division, Special Protection Area Program

SUBJECT: Clarksburg Town Center Final Water Quality Plan Review

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), Special Protection Area

(SPA) staff have reviewed the second submission of the Final Water Quality Plan (FWQP)
for the Clarksburg Town Center (CTC) development project (Dec. 6, 1997). While many
of DEP/SPA staff comments on the first submission have been addressed, some others are
still in need of further attention. The following are those comments from the first
submission which need further clarification and revision in the FWQP.,

1.

The performance goal for maintaining base flow is clearly stated on page 2-6 as a
zero percent reduction in flow. However, later on the same page, it is stated that
the proposed BMPs should provide 80% of the necessary subsurface flow to
maintain baseflow. The resulting 20% reduction in baseflow is unacceptable and
does not meet the performance goal for the CTC. Clearly state how the CTC site
will meet the performance goal of a 0% reduction in baseflow in the FWQP.

Your pollutant reduction performance goals presented in Table 3.2.9 are not the
BMP performance goals for the site. The figures presented in Table 3.2.4, as

removal efficiencies are the performance goals for each BMP. Post development
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BMP monitoring has been des1g:ned to detemune if these goals are met.

The use of 32.2% impervious for agricultural land remains undocumented (the

T Na chidy + 1 1 m
Traville study is not adequate documentation) and is unacceptable, From the

literature and discussions with other staff, a more accurate method of determining
runoff coefficients from cropland is to use that presented m: Pitt,1987 section 5,

-
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Small Stream Hydrology (Table 5.5 from this publication is attached). An average
annual rain event will result in a ranoff coefficient (Rv) of 0.20 for clay soils.

0.20 represents a conservative number as the channery silt loam soils on the site
are not technically clay soils but, due to agricultural use, would have similar runoff
characteristics. This is the value to use in the calculation of cropland runoff. The
Ry that you are currently using represents the runoff coefficient for clay soils in a
two year storm event and does not represent an average runoff condition for

rainfall over a typical year.

4, Forest land may presently exist within some of the BMP drainage area’s. Please
document whether forested land exists within the BMP drainage areas and include
the forested areas in the BMP model. -

5. The water quality monitoring section must include the statement that all flow
weighted sampling of BMP’s at both the input and output locations is to be done
using automated samplers. The automated sampler must be connected to, and
work in conjunction with, a flow logger unit. Contact DEP staff for assistance.

6. We have been told that our concerns about the flow logger deployment at
Stringtown Road have been addressed (per verbal communication with Marshall
Rudo, Biochabitats). DEP/SPA staff will inspect the flow logger in the next week
to verify it is deployed according to our specification.

7. The estimates of bankfull flow presented in the FWQP are not correct and need to
be revised. MCDEP has a monumented, surveyed cross section located below
Stringtown Rd. and has calculated bankfull discharge at that site to be considerably
lower (approximately 40-50 cfs) then that calculated for cross section # 7, located
above Stringtown Rd. Our bankfull estimate is also within the range predicted
from regional curves (Leopald, 1993) and the values used on the stormwater
computations by M/K Enterprises.

Tn addition, several of the cross sections in the FWQP have bankfuil flows
decreasing in a downstream direction. This must also be corrected.

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments, please contact Ken
Brown at 217-6331 or Doug Marshall at 217-6141.
]
cc: Cameron Weigand, DEP/WMD
Richard Gee, DPS
Blair Lough, DPS .
File
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Runoff Flow Calculatfons
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' MONTGOMERY / KONTGIAS
ENTERPRISES., INC.,

December 18, 1997

‘Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services
- Water Resources Section

250 Hungerford Drive, 2nd Floor, Statron 8

'~_RockV1He Maryland 20850

Attn: M. Richard R. Brush, Section Mapager:

- Re’ Clarksburg Town Center . o
. Final Watér Quality Plan o
Phase I :

' ‘Dear Mr. 'Bru'sh:' |

The above-captloned water quality plan has been rev:sed based your comments of December 11,
- 1997, and is being resubmitted under this cover The followmg isa p01nt by pomt response to_‘ o
.rtems 1 through 16 of your Teview. letter : - :

1. We beheve that the off—szte roads were in fact mcluded in the waiver approved at. prelnmnary-. .
.plan. Regardless, the off-site road ‘sections have ‘been recentiy modified by DPW&T as you '

know. While some road issues are still under ‘negotiation,. we have no’ chorce but to
'accomrnodate most of the new sectrons as part of our site plan approval o . -

2 The followmg is a comparison of the newly rewsed cross sectrons for perlmeter roads to the, .
preliminary plan road sections, and a discussion of the impact of the road changes on ‘the watér
quality facilities.- Because the new sections may still be open to some negotiation, the calculations

- have not yet been revised to reflect these changes. The purpose of this response is to demonstrate :

© * that the existing facilities accommodate or can be made to accommodate all of the road changes

.proposed by DPW&T on December 8, 1997 - :

_Intersectron of MD 355 and Clarksburg Road

Proposed- 275" additional southbound right turn lane with 100° taper on Route 355

Impact on facilities-This area drains to as separate watershed and has no impact - on the facﬂltzes :
proposed under this Final Water . Quality ‘Plan. - For this -reason, and because. there are still

outstanding issues related to the road section, we request that we be a]lowed to prepare a o L

separate Water Quahty Concept for th]S area when the cross seotlon 1s ﬁnahzed L

Engilnee.rs o"P!‘cnner's-'.’-'-'-8urveyors'

o 2900 LINDEN LANE . SUITE 200 » SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910 » 301/588-5696 » Telecopler 301/588-1433



Clarksbu Road from Intersection with MD 355 to Station 8+10 (CTC Prope _
Proposed- 38’ pavement symmetrically located within RW, 8’ bike path on south side, 57

sidewalk on north side, closed section.
Tmpact on facilities-None. This portion of road unprovements are not the respons:bﬂlty of

Clarksburg Town Center.

'Clarksburg Road from Station 8+10 to igh pomt 9+20

Proposed- Same as above. ' :
- Tmpact on facilities-This afea has no beanng on Phase 1 fac1ht1es because it drams to another

watershed ‘We propose to include this area in the separate Water Quahty Concept for
intersection 1mprovements on MI) 355 as dlscussed above

_ Clarksbugg Road from high point Statlon 9+20 to Statmn 19+70 ‘
.Proposed- Same as above. - :

Previous- 25° pavement from centerline. and 5’ s1dewalk on south sule

Impact on facilities- The proposed section results is. 27" of i imperviousness from’ the centerlme :
which is'less than the previous 30 of i impervious_area. Thus, SF#15 has sufficient storage to
-accommodate the 1 n‘npemous area south of the centerline, as well as, 3 additional feet from the
“north side. This results in 21” of untreated impervious surface north of the centerline, which is.
not within the scope of this Water Quality Plan. - However, if amenable to M—NCP&PC SF#15

could be extended into park propetty m order to prov1de the addltlcnal volume requtred to treat
the remammg impemousness : - : : ‘

Clarksburgj.oad from Statmn 19+70 10 Statlon 29+40 ,

. Proposed-32” pavement centered, 5” sidewalk north side, open section. ' ,
- . Impact on facilities- None. Roadway not adjacent to property, not part of the scope of this Fmal )
o Water Quahty Plan . ) ) L

- Clarksbm_-g Road from Station 29+40 to Statlon 33+40
Proposed- Same as above. :
Impact on facnhtles—None This part of roadway will be part of the Phase II Water Quahty Plan '

'Clarksburg Road Station 33+40 to Infersection with A305
-Proposed-38° pavement centered, 5° sidewalk north side, closed section.

: ’Impact on facrhtles-None ThlS part of roadway will be part of the Phase 1 Water Quahty Plan

A305 from Intersectwn with Clarksburg Road Statlon 36+60 to Intersectlon of School
- Road, Station 29+60 . :
Proposed- 40° pavement centered 8’ bike path west sule closed section.

Impact on fac1ht1es None. Part of future Phase II Water Quahty PIan S
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A305 from Station 29+60 to high DOlllI Staiion AATUU

Proposed-40° pavement centered, 8’ bike path west side, open sectlon.

Impact on facilities- None. Part of future Phase 1l Water Quality Plan.

A305 from Statlon 22+00 to Station 3+25

" Proposed-Same as above.

Previous-24" pavement with add1t1ona1 8" foot paved shoulders; 40 total i 1mperv10usness :
Impact on facilities-SF#14 and SF#12 were sized to accommadate the full A305 RW rather than

. the minimum 1/2 RW, since the property is adjacent to both sides of the RW for most of A305.
o (SF#14 is sized for 1/2 inch, with redundanicy in the Pond 1 wet pool. SF#12 is sized for.1 inch.)

The addition of the 8 bike path will increase the storage clevation primarily at SF#14 by

.approximately 4. This’is acceptable, since 2 of freeboard has been provided at thlS facrhty -
‘Alternatively, ralsmg the embankment 4” would not create a hardsh1p

" A305 from Station 3+25 to Intersectlon wrth Strmgtown Road

~* Proposed- 42’ pavement centered, 8> bike path west side, closed séction. -
 Previous- 24’ pavement with addmonal 8 foot paved shoulders; 40’ total .
Impact on facilities- SF#12 Was sized to accommodate 40°. of imperviousness. . The add1t10na1 '

. 10 of pavement w1ll result in an increasé, in the storage elevatron The cumulative effect’ on
. QE#17 ‘of thic increaga’ ‘I’hp increase ﬁpqr-nhpri ahnve and mcrea_e "on StHthOWIl Road IS 3

WL A L. R RAAD RIRWA WG TLIAG AL LS e WASNE SR QLI A LGov

: .d1scussed below

"Strn_l_gtown Road from the Intersectno th A305 Statmn 47+95 to Statlon 45+45

______ A 29 4401 navama A canty

Proposed-32° total pav’cuxcﬂt u_yuuu SCC u"u

Previous- 24> pavement from centerlirie.

Tmpact on Facrhtles None. SF#12 i is oversized for thls new sectron, whrch represents 16’ of _
-1mpemou sness from the centerhne : :

P

- Stringtown Road from Statmn 4S+45 to hlgh pomt Statlon 33+50 . T
. 'Proposed- 58 pavement 5” sidewalk south side, 8’ brke path north s1de hybnd sectlon

- Previous- 24’ pavement from centerline. - ,
Impact on Facilities-The new section results in -an addmonal rmpervrousness of . 1;5‘ from
" centerline. This will result in an increase in the storage eievatron of SF#13 of 3 to 4 1nches The
-cumulative effect of i increases on A305 and Stringtown Road on SF#12-will also be apprommately K
4 inches. These facilities were “also designed with 2’ of freeboard. Therefore ‘the 1ncreases in:

volume can be accommodated

¢ :

Strmgtown Road from hlgh pomt Statmn 33+50 to Intersectlon w1th Greenwav Road '

{Street K) Station 15+21 o

Prdposed- Same as above, with 10° deceleration lane and 2007 taper at mtersectlon Y
Previous-24’ pavement from centerhne S e T -



Impact on facilities- No impact on Phase I water quality facilities; this portion of road
improvements will be part of the Phase I Water Quality Plan. |

- Stringtown Road from Station 15421 to Intersection with MD 355
Proposed- 54° pavement, closed section”
Previous- 24’ pavement from centerline.
Impact on facilities- The new section results in 27 of pavement from centerhne Whlch .
‘represents a 3 increase. SF#6 can aceommodate this with a slight increase 1n storage elevation.
Alternatively, SF#6 can be enlarged without 1mpaetmg the Phase 1 site plan.
If amenable to M-NCP&PC, storage can be provided in a separate BMP, within. the stream buffer,
adjacent to Stringtown Road, in the Pond 2 area, to prowde water quality enhancement for the
remammg 172 of the RW.. : _ ‘

3 We concur.

" 4. The 5°P. U E. has been moved to the other side.of the right of way of Street K, Greenway

Road. This adjustment has been made in plan view on both the Site Plan and the Final Water

- Quality Plan, and also appears on the cross section for Street K in the Site Plan. We are including’
" “herein a letter from Allegheny Power 1nd1cat1ng that it is aeceptable to delete PUE s along
_ roadways if necessary. . :

5. Ttis anticipated that a fence w111 be provnded anng the top of 2:1 slopes adjacent to road nghts
‘of way, where the vertical fall exceeds 4 feet, as required by MCDOT. In addition a fence or.
railing which meets apphcable safety codes will be installed along the top of the retammg wall,

. Access to the facility will be provided through a gate located across the mamtenance road WhICh
-appears in plan view on the Fmal Water Quality Plan :
6. Our latest guldanee from Wynn Witthans of M-NCP&PC is that no addmonal bike paths or.:

~ lanes will be required on internal streets. Therefore, the grading and cross-sections which appear -

on the Site Plan are correct and do not require further revision. The typical sections can be found
on sheet A of the Site Plan. Also, since the 1 1mperv10us area wsll not merease no revision to water_ -

o quallty structures is required due to ﬂ’lIS issue. -

' 7._ Please refer to the foregoing di_scussion of perimeter roads under item 2.

- 8 SF #3 has been regraded to provide the required 10° minimum maintenance access elong the
top of the embankment to. the infiltration trench. Please note also that in a very recent change, - -
" additional parking has been required by M-NCP&PC along the alley, at the top of the slope,
above the infiltration trench. (See also item 16.) As part of the regrading, SF#3 and the
infiltration trench have been enlarged slightly to accommodate this extra imperviousness. “The  ~
computations have been adjusted to reflect this. In lieu of moving this and other- outfalls to the
treeline, we have added a note that all outfalls wﬂl be ﬁeld located to the. Fmal Water Quallty_"

L Plans
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9. We have added a note to all outfalls that they will be field located. See also item 8.

10. We have provided this hydrologlc information to Richard Gee of your ofﬁce and our

environmental consulitants, bxonamtats, Inc., are addressing the mitigation issue as part of their
separate response to your comments. The data indicates that post development peak flow rates
can be anticipated to be larger than the pre-developmerrt rates, but that the proposed ﬂow rates' o

' compare favorably with the eznstmg rates, based on agrlcuitural land use.

11 We anticipate that the Town Square will consist of a civic building, such as a library, and a
green which will contain sidewalks and possibly a small paved plaza. We have programmed this
site into our calculations as roughly 57% impervious. However, because the building may be
pubhcly constructed as in the case of a library, we cannot guarantee the final layout ' o

12.- All p1cmc and play areas wﬁl have pervrous wood - chip surfaces. The path system will be’
asphalt. - The mn~oﬂ' from the path ringing Kings Pond will flow into the pond, where it is

presumed water quahty treatment will take place. A portion of the path connecting to. the-:
~ Greenway Road ‘will be treated at SF#15. The run-off from the remainder of the two path - -
- -extensions to Greenway Road will surface flow through the stream buﬁer and the wetland

' rmngatlon areas, thus enhancmg water quahtv : : | '

13, We have added a note on sheet 12 to clanfy that all rooftops must dram to the roof: dram‘i o

system shown on the plans. On sheet 9, we have also adjusted the grading behind Lot. 11-and on
the access mad to Old Stringtown Road to insure maximum capture of surface run—oﬁ" :

14, ThlS 1nf0rmat1on has a]ready been furmshed See 1tem 10 above

"15. Lot lines have hépn nqted to mn: namllel to the snlitter nme and to Cross the mne in Oan_ |

v eV e RAAAWAF BAEK T W RSwOWRA quuuy LA TRpRat

. one location. This revision has been made to both the Site Plan and the Final Water Quahty Plan. -
- - Easements will be provided on all public and pnvate stonn drams through pnvate propertles When o
the design has been ﬁnahzed : ‘

16. Smce our last rewew M—NCP&PC has reqmred 14 addmonal parkmg spaces along this’ |
alley, and it therefore cannot be deleted. SF#3 and its infiltration trench have béen revised to -
accommodaté the additional i 1mperv10usness and the parkmg spaces have been added to the plan '

- view of the Final Water Quality Plan. =~

The remalmng comments from your December 11th correspondence and ﬁ'om the Watershed . 7

‘Management Division’s December 9th memo wﬂl be addressed separately by Blohabltats Inc. and L R

Schnabel bngmeermg, Inc.




’.

Also included in this submission is & dam breach package requested by Joseph Cheung of your' _
office. This information can also be found in the bound Final Water Quahty Plan calculations.
Please forward this to Mr. Cheung for his review. . : '

We are e)étremely hopeful that this ‘will conclude what has been a iOng and arduous review
process for all parties involved. If there are .any other comments or concerns regardmg this
submission, please call us as soon as p0551b1e

__ The staff of MK Enterpnses extends to you and your staﬂ" our best w1shes for a joyous Hohday

Season and a prosperous New Year..
Smcerely, _

A‘.ﬂag@

Irene A. Carrato, P.E.
Dlrector of Engmeermg

*],-chabc . E _‘ ) "-‘_ ) - ‘,-“-.:_-“lk‘_.."' |.’: 1— ‘ -A.:A, ‘ . ..|, -"_., PRI
- waresp.doc . - R ' i . T : PR R
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" Teview,

, Secﬁan22 Para. 1.The overall plan lacks‘ redundancy . o S

\Nbv‘ember6, 97

. Mr. Richard R. Brush; Mgnager .~ * . "

- Water Resources Section |
Montgomeéry County ' : _
Department of Permitting Services R
250 Hungerford Drive, Second Floor . v

-

~ REF: . - Final Water Quallty Plan for Monitoring of Clarksburg Town Center Phase, 1

T 'prnhmlnnrv Plan #: 1-95042

ARiRiaadan
il

| Biohabiﬁésprojéct@'fodat.el o R

SUBJ: . * Response.to Denartment of Per_nuttmg Semca; Comments

'

- Dear Mr. Brush: »

Enclosed i isa pomt—by point response to your rev1ew comments of October 6,1997 on the Fmal Water
Quahty Plan We have rev1sed the Final Water Quahty Plan and have submltted a copy for you to -

| ‘o ] iy
- . ; st "

______

As prewouszy noted in Richard Gee's Jetter of September 8, 1997, the terms redundant, redundancy,
linked or mulnple meart BMPs (structures or methods ) in a series canﬁguranon each sized for the
appropriate drainage areas, wh:ch provza'e water quality if the preyious structuf'e fazls A minimum

of one-half of the required s starage should be ﬁrawded in eack structure. R : o

The jbllowmg‘ secﬁon by secnon comments are in addmon to M CDEP comments

Secnon 1 0 | The narrat!ve is too general and lack.s_‘ Specy?cs. b
Sectlon 1.0 has beenrewsed Sectlon 1. 01 now contains a general site description along with an
ouﬂme of the document structure.’ Sectlon 2.2 coritains very specific information on howAthe

Final Water Quahty Plan meets the Spemﬁc Performance Ob_] ectives of the SPA.

A descnptlon of how the BMPs function and are lmked are mcluded in Sectlon 32 MK_
' Enterprises’ Fmal Water Quahty Plans detall the'location of the vanous BMPs.

-

Para 2 The detarl of the woric does not appear on any of the plans submztted

are now prov1dmg soﬂ bloengmeenng detaﬂs forthe stream Iestor atwn vertex rock Weirs,

nanla and liva nlran

PO anga five s . . . . .. - . oL

2 ’ ! r 1 . .
® Fostering Ecological Stewardship ®



{* November 6, 1997

Mr. Richard R. Brush, Manager - = .
Water Resources Section :

Montgomery County . ) ,
Department of Perrmttmg Services ‘ . _ - T

REF:

SUBJ:

Fmafl Water Quality Plan forr Momtormg of Clarksburg Town Center PhaseI -
Preliminary Plan #: 1-95042
. Biohabitats Pro_;cct #97004.01 :

Response to Department of Permlttmg Services Comments (Cont.)

Section 2.2 (cont. )

- or how it will be done.

Para. 3. If this is part of the plan then the mformanon should be part of the
submission. , : :

~ This is the hydre geologic report on Clarksburg presented in Appendix L.

Para. 4. This statement is not normally correct. We control a storm event by
detaining excess runoff and réleasing it at the pre-developed flow rate over a longer
period of time. Therefore,. the hydrograph-of any storm.event should show an
increase in the duration of the maximun ﬂow None of the BMPs shown will mmgate )

“this tendency Provzde details.

Stormwater management BMPs will prov1de 2-ycar peak runoff control. Addmonally

the infiltration and design of the BMPs will provide a reduction in frequency

durahon of the bankfull event. Rcfer to Sectlons 3.3.3.

| Pam 5. The general lack of soil bormg data and percolatzon tesnng for all BMPs -

makes thzs statement di ]j‘icuh‘ to venﬁz

The results of boring mformatlon is contmned in Schnabel Engmeenng s bonng report
Qontamed in Appendix I. ' .

Para 6. Ihe plcms do not clearly zdennﬁ) most of thrs work, let alone when where

; i

Conccptual plans for the stream rwtorauon can be found in Appcndlx B- “Clarksburg
Town Center Water Quality Concept: Proposed Condmons” Final contract drawings
will be prov1ded afier site plan approval. : :

_ Para. 7. None of the weeps, seeps and spnngs to be protected are to be protected are .
clearly shown on the sediment control/stormwater management plans.

~ The locatlon of the weeps, seeps and springs have"been addcd to MK Entcrpnses _

Conceptual Sediment and Erosion Control Plans contamcd in Append1x M.

,Page 2
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November 6, 1997

¥ Mr. Richard R. Brush, Manager

Water Resources Section : .
Montgomery County . - : o . ,

_ REF:

_ Department of Permitting Services

Fmal Water Quality Plan for Momtorlng of Clarksburg Town Center Phase I
. Preliminary Plan #: 1-95042
Biohabitats Project #97004.01 ~ .

Rﬁponse to Department of Pemuttmg Services Comments (Cont .)

SUBJ:

Section 3.0

Section 2.2 (cont.)

Para. 8. There appears tobé very lztﬂe redundancy of structures shown on the plans.

The structures, as shown, either stand alone or, if they fail, will mix dirty water with
clean water dué to lag times in the storm drain systems. To simply label all of the -
BMPs proven is not totally correct.’ Please provide full documentation, with
unbiased research as to the effectiveness of each BMP. 1tis also difficult to agree
that any of the designs are innovative. All BMPs shown are in use within the County.

The plan does not appear to use any of ‘the BMPs in systems or fashrons whzch would
‘make them or the plan innovative or unique. . :

De51gn of the BMPs is detailed in Section 3.2. Docmnentatlon of the po]lutant removal
capacities of each BMP is cited in Section 3.2. Perimeter sediment controls on the ,

sediment and erosion conirol plan will contain an innovative design. Supplementin;
the super silt fence will be carth dikes that dircct the filtered water from the super m.
fence to a modified dewatering rip-rap outlet. Details of this filtering BMP are als
provided in MK Entcrprlses Conceptual Sedlment and Erosion Con1r01 Plans -

AppendlxM . _ - P

Para. 9. The draft Ecologmai Covenant needs to propose methods of enforcemept,
it should also include a simpler preface for the average homeowner to understand.

Enforcement of the Ecologlcal Covenant (Sectlon 3.6) will be mcorporated into the
Home Owner’s Association documents .

The preface has been simplified. -

- i

No’comment. : .

Page'3-£' S -,-/ -
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November 6, 1997

- Mr. Richard R. Brush, Manager

Water Resources Section ) : .
Montgomery County . : . , .
Department of Permitting Services . . L

'REF:

SUBJ:

Final Water Quality Plan for Momtormg of Clarksburg Town Center Phase I
Preliminary Plan #; 1-95042
" Biohabitats Project #97004.01
Response to Department of Permitting Services Comments {Cont.)

Section 4.0

‘Section 5.0

Section 6.0

. been also tabulated and are found in-Section 3.3.2. Final design plans includin,

Plan approval

Will this section be used for the sediment control phase of the project? If 50 provide
details of how the SC BMPs will be monitored in accordance with ER. 29-95. There

. “must be details of proposed SC BMPS and the realistic perj%nrmance expected from

them.

‘Detalls of the SC BMPs are ¢ found i in- MK Enterpnses Conceptual Sediment and

Erosion Control Plans contained in Appendix M. A discussion of these practices
including redundancies is found in Section 3.5.2. Momtonng of the site during
construction is d.lSClISSEd mSechon 4 2.

Prowde detazls - what, where, when and how.

We arc now prondmg soil bloengmeenng details for the stream restoration - vortex
rock weirs, step pools- -and live stakes Appendix XX . Conceptual quantities havi

construction drawings, specxﬁcatlons and pcnmt apphcatlons will be prepared aftcr Sit

Y

The SC/SM plans lack details of many of the performance measures stated in this

‘section. The.approved SC/SM concept plans need to include this mformanon

The SC/SM plans have been revised to meet the pexfonnance measures stated inthis

~ section. A discussion of the SC plans is found in Section 3.5.2. A discussion of the

SM plans is found in Section 3.2. Drawings of the SM and SC BMPs arc found in MK
Enterprises” Final Water Quality Plans and Conceptual Sediment and Erosion Control

— Plans contained in Appendlces CandM respectlvely

“In accordance with the condmonal approval letter dated July 28 1 995 the jbllowmg :

1

" information needs to be submitted: A , , : )

».

A full soils report with soil boﬁﬁgs and percolation tests at each BMP, and the

borings necessary to for the dam design.s, must be submitted ar this time.

K Enterprises and the gcotcchmcal engineer, Schnabcl Engmecnng, have preparcd and Submltted
bormg reports for County review.

) 'Page 4




November 6, 1997

M. Richard R. Brush, Manager
Water Resources-Section
Montgomery County
Department of Permitﬁng Services

REF: Final Water Quality Plan for Momtormg of uarxsnurg Town \,eriie'r Phase I
Preliminary Plan #: 1-95042
. : Bichabitats Project #97004.01 ' i
SUBJ: Response to Department of Permitting Services Comments (Cont.)
2 Provide.a hydro-geologic evaludtion of this site with expec'ted and or anticipated

results for each of the proposed types or groups of BMPs.

A copy of the geotechmcal investigation of this site with the BMPs havc prep ared and is included in
Appendlx I of this Final Water Quality Plan. oo

3 Install ,c_rround water monitoring wells at that following locations:

Per dlscussmns with MK Entexpnses Schnabel Engmeenng, Blohabltats Deborah Gier and Richard
Gee, momtormg wells will not be required until just before consu'uctlon ‘
In resporise to the MCDEP memorandum of September 24, 1997. 1have spoken w1th Mr. Doug
Marshall and was informed that a point- by-point response was not necessary. A revised copy of th

. Final Water Quality Plan is being forwarded to Mr. Marshall’s office for review. If you have m’
_quesuons or if I may be of further assistance please do not hes1tate to contact me or Kelth Bowers

Ay

(‘HU) 33 1-5039

FRR T )y )

Yar: tenly 1
¥ LA yuuis,

ery truly
BIOfIABITATS INC. /' : | L .
M%LM / S
- Marshall N. Rudo, P

Project Engineer ’

enc, . . . ’ . .
ce: Richard Gee, Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services.
-ce J. Keith Bowers, RLA, Principal, Biohabitats, Inc.

FABIOWPROJECT\97004 ONCORRESPUL-6.97WPD = . .~



Douglas M. Duncan Robert C. Hubbard
Counly Executive Director

November 26, 2001

Mr. Jeffery Strulic

Onrdae D lak A
nanes . onnson and

1751 EHon Road
Silver Spring , Md 20903

Re: Stormwater Management CONCEPT and Final

ivaier uuamy Fian HEQUBSI 01 lﬂTDFmdllDﬂ for
Clarksburg Town Center Phase 2

SM File #: CN 204464, (1-95042)

Dear Jeff:

Your reguest for a stormwater management concept approval is being reviewed. The following
information in support of your water quantity and water quality concept request must be submitted prior to
any further consideration of your concept application.

This request for additiona! information deals with the plan views submitted and does not include a

review of the computations. Any questions or reguests for fi ﬂhor information on them willbe by a

oY Y OWL MDD LW UG T Y Y i

separate letter.

The foliowing guestions and problems need 1o be addressed at this time, as they may have an
effect on the overall impervious area or the number of dwelling units. Please respond to each item in plan

PRI

view and in writing.

1. Quantity control will honor all primary drainage divides (10 acres or more) to any given point
2. All stormwater and clear water structures must be on their own parcels.

3. Isolate, cross out all areas/phases which are already approved.

4. Provide a clear explanation of the Phase 2 drainage area (DA) to Pond 1. This will explain or address
the foliowing: 1. How the revised layout does not exceed the original pond design, 2. How much new
impervious area is being added or removed from the pond DA, and 3. How you think you can mitigate
any increase.

5. Pond 3's outfall may conflict with the existing sewer line, provide a preliminary barrel design that will
get the barrel either under or over the pipe. The invert of the sewer is the controliing factor.

6. All water quality systems are to be multiple and redundant i.e. Out of a water quality inlet, into a
sand filter out of the sand fiter into an infiltration trench, etc.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Most lots appear to have excessive runoff through the back yards. Provide a means to minimize the
flow.

On the lots where the garages are atfached the space between the 2 driveways needs to be shown
and calculated as impervious.,

Where possible roof top drainpipes will be off the lots and on common ground.

Soil borings and percolation testing should be done at this time, fo locate the better recharge areas,
so they may be reserved.

Provide a color coded plan on the 30 scale sheets that shows ALL impervious areas, including, but
not limited to: buildings, sidewalks, yard walks, paving, and all other impervious areas not mentioned.

Al clear water wells within 50 feet of a down hill basement will require a seepage analysis.

uses will drain to the recharge

Provide for an Environmentally sensitive stream crossing for Clarksburg Square Road.

The drainage areas to the pr0posed sand filters are too big. Revised them to provide for DA’s no
|arger than 5 acres. T ms will requ:re auamonal structures.

Provide parking for ALL MPDU's, either as pad on the lot or by formal on-street parking.

All sediment control will be a series of multiple structures. Silt fence and super silt fence may not be
used as primary control, except for very small, flat areas.

Ground water recharge above the roadway stream crossing for Clarksburg Square Dr. (Main Street)
must be maximized in all possible locations.

Because development has not proceeded at the pace first envisioned, we have not had adequate
monitoring time to see how the development affects the base flow in all of the tributaries. As part of
the Phase 1 approval, a condition was placed on Phase 2 to provide additional base flow recharge

should development affect the tributaries. Therefore, your design will need to incorporate a
REGULATED ground water recharge system for each tributary.

Provide for ground water recharge above the spring located below Block “P”.

The original preliminary plan had a school on the parcel to be dedicated to the MNCPPC, has the
PalaTaTali l-\nnn ralatand bas RANIMADO P Y AI.-..-.‘un
Sl UV LS Uil Uy wlw\.;rru II IIUl ll NeE&qas 10 De SNOWN.

The plan fails to provide water quantity and quality control for A-305 from Stringtown Road to
Clarksburg Road.

i. The conveyance channel aiong the back of the lots on block “P”, needs to be directed to a flow

splitting system. The channel if use, may never be reforested and will have to be maintained at all
times. Furthermore, it will have to be demonstrated that the channel will not impact any lot, nor cause
any steep grading near any yard. 1t may not be impacted, damaged, piped, or filled for any type of
trail, Park or otherwise.



L

25. The plan shows the stream valley buffers being impacted by filling and grading for roadways, house
pads and conveyance ditches these encroachments will require the concurrence of the EP Division of
MNCPPC.

26. The calculations for the ground water recharge include recharge structures 5, 6, 7, and 8, which are
part of Phase 1, this is Phase 2 and it has its own recharge requirements. Why are they being mixed
up?

Failure to provide the requested information by January 4, 2001 will be cause for your
request to be formally deemed unaccepiable at that time. if you have any questions regarding the
requested information, please feel free to contact me at 240-777-6333.

Sincere]y,O

QD ) ! R

ot /A
Richard Gee

Water Resources Section
Division of Land Development Services

cc: SM File # 1-95042
Cathy Conlon MNCPPC
Wynn Witthans MNCPPC



